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REPLY BRIEF UNDER 37 CFR 1.193(b) 



This Reply Brief is filed in response to the Examiner's Answer mailed August 25, 
2000. The Examiner's Answer raised a number of points in responding to the arguments 
presented in the Brief On Appeal filed on May 15, 2000. This Reply Brief is directed to 
addressing these points. 



Remarks 

The Examiner states that Rao '139 (U.S. Patent No. 4,213,139) (figure 3) discloses a 
transistor with two gates 15 and 16 and that Rao '263 (U.S. Patent No. 4,319.263) (figure 3) 
also discloses a transistor with two gates and in Figure 8 discloses a transistor with three 
gates 15, 16 and 41 . The Examiner asserts that the two gate transistor may be represented 
by an equivalent circuit of two transistors as in figure 2, and the three gate transistor may be 
represented by an equivalent circuit of the three transistors as in figure 7. However, 
Applicants submit that a two transistor circuit fails to anticipate a single transistor with two 
gates and that a three transistor circuit fails to anticipate a single transistor with three gates. 
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Further, Applicants submit that neither Rao *139 nor Rao '263 disclose a multigate 
transistor. 

The Examiner also states that the "spacer" does not distinguish over Rao '139 nor 
Rao '263. Applicants maintain that the spacer of Applicants' claims is not taught by Rao 
'139 nor Rao *263. Applicants' spacer is formed on the secondary oxide layer which is 
formed over the gate structure as recited in the appealed claims, whereas Rao '139 and 
Rao '263 only teach partly overlapping a gate with another gate from a second transistor. 
Additionally, at least a portion of Applicants' spacer is conductive. Applicants' spacer has 
both conductive portions and non-conductive portions. 

Additionally, Rao '139 and Rao '263 fail to teach "a first contact to said gate 
structure" and "at least a second contact to said conductive portion of spacer" as recited in 
claim 15. 



Conclusion 

For the reasons set forth herein and in the Brief On Appeal filed on May 15, 2000, 

the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences is respectfully requested to reverse the 

decision of the Examiner in rejecting claims 15-19 and 23 of the present application. 
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